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Abstract
Purpose

The purpose of this paper is to develop a measure of occupational embeddedness.

Design/methodology/approach

The construct of occupational embeddedness was defined in terms of the forces that bind people to their
occupation. Then a four‐part study was conducted to develop a measure of it.

Findings

In Part 1, items were developed and judgmental evidence for their content validity was generated. In Part 2 the
initial psychometric characteristics were examined. The results supported the internal consistency reliability and
factor structure of the measure. In Part 3, Part 2 was replicated and showed that occupational embeddedness
had a negative relationship to occupational withdrawal intentions. In Part 4 a confirmatory factor analysis was
conducted to demonstrate that occupational embeddedness was distinguishable from occupational
commitment. The paper also found that occupational embeddedness was correlated with occupational
commitment but not social desirability. In addition, the paper found that it accounted for incremental variance
in occupational withdrawal intentions beyond occupational commitment.

Research limitations/implications

Limitations include the fact that occupational withdrawal intentions rather than actual behaviors were
measured. Overall, the results suggest that the new measure has sound psychometric qualities, and adequate
discriminant, convergent and predictive validity. The paper concludes that use of the measure may contribute to
the prediction/understanding of career withdrawal.

Originality/value

A new measure of a construct that may be used to complement existing research and measures of work‐role
attachment was developed.

Keywords
Occupational psychology, Job satisfaction, Employee turnover
Researchers in the area of human resources, industrial/organizational psychology and organizational behavior
have shown considerable interest in understanding workers' attachment to the work‐role. Much of this work has
focused on the topic of commitment (see reviews by Cohen, 2003; Cooper‐Hakim and Viswesvaran, 2005; Meyer
and Herscovitch, 2001; Morrow, 1983). While there are many definitions of commitment, Meyer and
Herscovitch (2001) suggest that the essence of commitment is a “force that binds individuals to a course of
action of relevance to a particular target” (p. 301). Within the literature on commitment several broad “targets”
or aspects of the work‐role that workers commit to have been identified. These include the worker's job (Lodahl
and Kejner, 1965), work (Kanungo, 1982), organization (Meyer and Allen, 1991) and career/occupation (Blau,
1985; Carson and Bedeian, 1994; Snape and Redman, 2003). Several “bases” or dimensions of commitment have
also been identified. Most recent studies have commonly followed Meyer and Allen's (1991, 1997) typology that
includes affective, normative and continuance bases of commitment. This line of research has provided a vast
and informative literature regarding some of the antecedents and outcomes of job involvement (Brown,
1996; Diefendorff et al., 2002), organizational commitment (Mathieu and Zajac, 1990; Riketta, 2002, 2008) and
career/occupational commitment (Ballout, 2009; Blau, 2009; Briscoe and Finkelstein, 2009; Lee et al., 2000).
Focusing on the organization and job as a target, Mitchell et al. (2001) noted three important issues within the
literature on commitment. First they noted that most of these various forms of commitment have a strong
affective component. Second they noted that traditional measures of commitment leave a great deal of variance
in important outcomes (e.g. turnover) unexplained. Third, they noted that factors both within and outside of the
workplace help determine attachment. In response to these observations they introduced the concept of job
embeddedness. It was intended to represent a broader and less affectively loaded array of dimensions that
attach or bind people to their jobs (Yao et al., 2004). Since its introduction, job embeddedness has stimulated
considerable research. For instance, the original measure of it has been refined (Lee et al., 2004) and new
measures of it have been developed (Crossley et al., 2007). Research using this construct has shown its

relationship to performance (Sekiguchi et al., 2008) and to turnover (Crossley et al., 2007; Lee et al., 2004) in
cross‐national (Tanova and Holtom, 2008) and ethnically diverse samples (Mallol et al., 2007). It has also been
used in regard to newcomer socialization (Allen, 2006) and older workers' willingness to accept relocation
(Mignonac, 2008).
A similar set of issues to those originally noted in the organizational and job commitment literature
by Mitchell et al. (2001) also apply to the literature in the area of occupational commitment. Namely, measures
that tend to be affectively loaded, significant amounts of variance in outcomes such as occupational withdrawal
being left unexplained by commitment, and that factors outside of the workplace relate to occupational
attachment. Building on the notion of job embeddedness, Feldman and colleagues argued that people become
embedded in their careers (Feldman, 2007) or occupations (Ng and Feldman, 2007) as well. Specifically, they
described occupational embeddedness as the “forces that keep people in their present occupations” (Feldman
and Ng, 2007, p. 353) and called for the development of a measure of it (Ng and Feldman, 2007). The construct
of occupational embeddedness may help address issues identified in the occupational commitment literature
(e.g. affectively loaded measures, considerable unexplained variance, and external factors that may influence
occupational behavior).
Recognizing the potential importance of the concept of occupational embeddedness and the need for a measure
of it, the purpose of this study was to develop an instrument to measure occupational embeddedness, which we
call the Occupational Embeddedness Survey (OES). This measure is intended to complement existing research on
workers' attachment to the occupational component of the work‐role. In the section that immediately follows
we define occupational embeddedness and describe its major subdimensions. We discuss the features
occupational embeddedness has in common with other bases/targets of attachment such as the various types of
occupational commitment, and also distinguish it from them. After this we present the results of a four‐part
study aimed at developing a measure of it.

The construct of occupational embeddedness
An occupation can be defined as “an identifiable and specific line of work that an individual engages in to earn a
living” that includes a “constellation of requisite skills, knowledge, and duties that differentiate it from other
occupations” (Lee et al., 2000; p. 800). Consistent with Feldman (2007) and Feldman and Ng (2007) we define
occupational embeddedness as a set of forces that bind individuals to their occupations. These forces can arise
from within the occupation itself and also from outside of the occupation. We use the term internal
embeddedness to refer to those forces arising from within the occupation itself that bind individuals to their
occupations. We use the term external embeddedness to refer to those forces outside of the occupation that
bind individuals to their occupations. These external forces include family and community. We use the term
community in a broad sense to refer to tangible aspects of communities such as facilities (i.e. schools, shopping,
religious associations), professional services (i.e. doctors, dentists, political organizations), and leisure activities
(i.e. theater, sports affiliations, museums) (Sanders, 1966) as well as psychological aspects of communities such
as shared interests and values (Warren, 1973).
Like job embeddedness (Mitchell et al., 2001), the specific forces that bind people to their occupations include
links, fit, and sacrifice. The links dimension refers to the connections individuals have with other people and
institutions. Examples of links internal to the occupation include occupational colleagues and contacts,
customers, and membership in occupational associations. Examples of links external to the occupation include
family and friends in the community. Fit represents the compatibility individuals have with their current
occupation internally and externally. Examples internal to the occupation are individuals' compatibility with the
knowledge, skills, abilities, work styles and values of the occupation. Feldman (2007) described fit external to
the occupation in terms of “value‐fit” and “lifestyle‐fit.” Value‐fit represents the compatibility between

individuals, and the values of their community (e.g. religious climates, political affiliations, and cultural norms).
Lifestyle‐fit represents the congruence between an individual and the mix of features the community has to
offer (e.g. outdoor activities, colleges, and various entertainment outlets). Sacrifice represents the loss of
accumulated tangible and psychological investments that would be forfeited if individuals left their occupation.
With regard to investments internal to the occupation, these may include work status and prestige, pay and
benefits, as well as already acquired education and training. External to the occupation are those losses that
would occur if it were necessary to relocate from one community to another. These might include leaving one's
community‐based clubs, places of worship, hobbies, friends and extended family members. These may also
include changing schools and jobs for family members if the individual has a family.
Occupational embeddedness can be distinguished from job embeddedness in that the internal links, fit and
sacrifice are distinctly framed in terms of one's occupation rather than one's job or organization. That is, the
target of occupational embeddedness is different than that of job embeddedness. Occupational embeddedness
is similar to other forms of work‐role attachment, but it is also conceptually distinct from them in that its bases
differ from those found in traditional forms of commitment (e.g. Allen and Meyer, 1990; Blau and Holladay,
2006). Affective commitment reflects strong emotional ties to, as well as identification with, an organization or
occupation. Occupational embeddedness is not necessarily based on strong emotions regarding the target.
Normative commitment is a belief that one should remain a member of an organization or occupation because
one feels a sense of moral obligation to do so. Occupational embeddedness does not have this sense of moral
obligation as one of its bases. Continuance commitment is the accumulated benefits of staying with an
organization or occupation weighed against the cost of leaving. Occupational embeddedness is similar to
continuance commitment via the sacrifice element of occupational embeddedness. However, it is intentionally
broader in that it also recognizes links and perceived fit with one's occupation. In addition, unlike these other
measures, occupational embeddedness explicitly recognizes the external environment through its external
subcomponent. Finally, occupational embeddedness differs from the lack of alternatives dimension of
commitment noted in the occupational commitment literature (see Blau and Holladay, 2006; Carson et al.,
1995) in that its external subcomponent does not focus on perceived alternatives.
In summary, occupational embeddedness is a collection of forces that bind people to their occupations. These
forces arise from the links, fit and sacrifices an individual has both internal and external to the occupation. Thus
we expect occupational embeddedness to have a two dimensional structure reflecting internal embeddedness
and external embeddedness. In addition, while it shares some common features with commonly identified bases
of attachment, it is also conceptually distinct from them.

Part 1: item generation
The first task was to develop an initial item pool for the new occupational embeddedness construct. The items
were developed based on previous theoretical definitions of links, fit and sacrifice that arise internal and
external to the occupation (Ng and Feldman, 2007) and by reviewing existing items from similar measures
(e.g. Carson et al., 1995; Lee et al., 2004). An initial set of 20 such items were generated. When developing a
new scale it is essential that a connection be established between items and their theoretical domain (Clark and
Watson, 1995; Hinkin, 1995). During item generation we purposefully did not include those items that reflected
age or occupational tenure. While those items may be correlates of the new occupational embeddedness
measure they are poor proxies for the underlying construct, and are at best confounded with it. We also
intentionally avoided asking questions about spouses and children because in some employment contexts such
items may be inappropriate.
The second task was to demonstrate evidence for content validity. Descriptions of links, fit and sacrifice as well
as our definitions of internal and external occupational embeddedness were administered independently to

three judges who had training in industrial/organizational psychology. The judges sorted each item into one of
three categories: internal occupational embeddedness, external occupational embeddedness and other. The
“other” category was included to provide the judges the option to discard an item if it was not relevant to the
two dimensions. Any item that was not agreed upon by all judges was discarded. This resulted in a 16‐item
preliminary occupational embeddedness measure (seven internal and nine external).

Part 2: initial psychometric characteristics
The goal of Part 2 was to finalize the set of items and determine the initial psychometric characteristics of the
measure. To accomplish this we conducted an item analysis and calculated coefficient alpha internal consistency
estimates. Then we examined the factor structure through the use of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).

Method
Participants

Participants were members of one of two statewide professional associations in the Midwestern United States.
The sample of 140 consisted of psychologists (72 percent) and pharmacists (27 percent). Ages ranged from 24‐
77 years old (M=47.3, SD=12.7). Of these, 55 percent were male, 93 percent were Caucasian, and 70 percent
reported being married. They were individuals who currently had clearly defined occupations, and their average
occupational tenure was 19.3 years. The participants' education levels ranged from those who had obtained a
Bachelor's degree (21 percent), Master's degree (16 percent), and Doctorate degree (56 percent).

Procedure

The questionnaire was placed online and participants were directed to the link via email. Specifically, an email
was sent to a representative from each association that included directions to access the online survey, and
provided a URL link that directed them to the site. The representatives then forwarded the email to the
members of their associations. Three days after the initial email was sent a reminder was sent via email to those
same representatives who then forwarded it to the members of their respective associations. The reminder
email included the information needed to locate the online survey, and thanked those who already completed
it. The survey included the newly developed occupational embeddedness measure, demographic items such as
applicant age, marital status, and occupational tenure. The occupational embeddedness items were rated on a
Likert‐type rating scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

Analyses

First, descriptive statistics (means and standard deviations), item‐total correlations and internal consistency
(coefficient alpha) reliability estimates were computed for the external and internal dimensions of the OES.
Second, a CFA was performed using LISREL 8.53 (Joreskog and Sorbom, 2003) to test the underlying structure of
the scales. For this analysis each item was constrained to load on its respective latent factor and the factors
themselves were free to correlate. A variance‐covariance matrix was used as input into the program. To
estimate the fit of the model several indices were considered including the chi‐square statistic, root‐mean‐
square error of approximation (RMSEA, Steiger, 1990), standardized root mean square residual (SRMR, Bentler,
1995), and comparative fit index (CFI, Bentler, 1990). These particular fit indices are recommended when using
smaller sample sizes (e.g. n < 250, Hu and Bentler, 1999; Yadama and Pandey, 1995). RMSEA and SRMR values
less than 0.08 and CFI values greater than 0.90 indicate a good fitting model (Hu and Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2005).

Results
After considering item content, three items were eliminated because of low item‐total correlations and low item
variance. Table I provides the means, standard deviations, and reliabilities for the internal and external

dimensions of occupational embeddedness. As shown, reliabilities for both dimensions exceeded the 0.70 cut‐
off proposed by (Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994). Two CFAs were conducted in order to compare the fit of a one‐
and two‐factor model. The hypothesized two‐factor model proved to be a better fit than an alternative one‐
factor model, indicated by the significant model fit improvement (Δ χ2 (1, n=140)=221.02, p<0.001). The
remaining fit indices also indicated that the two‐factor structure fit the data well χ2 (64, n=140)=91.42 p>0.05
(RMSEA = 0.06, SRMR = 0.07, and CFI = 0.97). Items and item loadings are provided in Table II. As shown, item
loadings ranged from 0.27 to 0.83 (mean item loading of 0.60) and were all statistically significant (p<0.01).

Part 3: scale refinement and initial validity
In this part of the study we sought to refine the measure, replicate the psychometric characteristics and factor
structure obtained in Part 2, and generate initial evidence for the predictive validity of the measure. After
examining the data from Part 2 we refined the items by replacing the word “career” with “occupation” in order
to stay consistent with the most current term used in the literature (Ng and Feldman, 2007). Because other
forms of related work‐role attachment have shown negative relationships to occupational withdrawal intentions
(e.g. Blau, 2009; Blau and Holladay, 2006; Lee et al., 2000), as an initial test of predictive validity we expected
occupational embeddedness to be negatively related to occupational withdrawal intentions as well. Although
research linking tenure and education to other work‐role attachment variables is somewhat more mixed (Lee et
al., 2000), consistent with Feldman and Ng (2007) we expected education, occupational and organizational
tenure to be positively related to occupational embeddedness.

Method
Participants

The sample for Part 3 was drawn from three state‐wide professional associations in the Midwestern United
States. There were 156 participants, 37 percent of whom were dieticians, 35 percent were lawyers, and 15
percent were engineers (13 percent non‐response to the item). Ages ranged from 20‐82 years
(M=44.6; SD =12.0); 50 percent were men, 95 percent were Caucasian, and 75 percent reported being single.
These participants were predominately college educated (27 percent Bachelor's degree; 21 percent Master's
degree; and 35 percent Doctorate degree). Occupational tenure ranged from less than one year to 50 years
(M =18; SD =12.5).

Procedure

The process for data collection was similar to the process outlined in Part 2. To be more specific, emails were
sent to a representative from each professional association that contained a link to an online survey. The
representative then forwarded the email to members of the association. The survey consisted of 13 OES items
and three items to measure occupational withdrawal intentions from Blau (1985). These were:
1. I am thinking about leaving the occupation field;
2. I intend to look for a different field of employment; and
3. I intend to leave my current occupation field.
Blau reported an internal consistency reliability estimate (alpha) of 0.71 and test‐retest reliability of 0.57. The
OES and occupational withdrawal intention items were rated on a Likert‐type rating scale ranging from (strongly
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). It also included several demographic items including age, education level, and
occupational and organizational tenure.

Analyses

The first step was to calculate descriptive statistics and internal consistency (coefficient alpha) reliability
estimates for the OES dimensions. The next step was to conduct a CFA with LISREL 8.53 (Joreskog and Sorbom,
2003) using the variance‐covariance matrix as input. Item loadings and fit indices were examined to assess the
factor structure of the newly developed OES. Lastly, Pearson correlation coefficients were calculated to examine
the relationship between the OES dimensions and other variables of interest.

Results
Descriptive statistics and reliability estimates for Part 3 are shown in Table I. Acceptable reliabilities were found
for the internal and external dimension of occupational embeddedness (i.e. greater than 0.70, Nunnally and
Bernstein, 1994). The fit indices for a two‐factor model indicated a good fit χ2 (64, n=156)=112.01 p>0.05
(RMSEA = 0.07, SRMR = 0.07, and CFI = 0.92). As shown in Table II, item loadings ranged from 0.34 to 0.98 (mean
item loading of 0.57) and were all statistically significant (p<0.01). Correlations among the study variables are
presented in Table III. As expected, results found that internal and external occupational embeddedness were
negatively related to occupational withdrawal intentions (r=−0.49, p<0.01; r=−0.16, p<0.05). Also, positive
relations were found between internal occupational embeddedness and education (r=0.21, p<0.01), as well as
organizational tenure (r=0.21, p<0.01).

Part 4: convergent and discriminant evidence
With the psychometric characteristics and the two dimensional structure of the measure established and
replicated we next sought to generate convergent and discriminant evidence to support the construct validity of
the OES. For convergent evidence, we expected both dimensions of occupational embeddedness to correlate
with conceptually similar measures. For these other measures we selected the occupational commitment
instrument from Blau and Holladay (2006) because it includes measures of affective and normative commitment
and two forms of continuance commitment. The two forms of continuance commitment incorporate the
measure of occupational entrenchment developed by Carson et al. (1995). These two dimensions reflect
accumulated costs of leaving one's occupation and the perception of limited alternatives to one's current
occupation. In terms of discriminant evidence, we expected both dimensions of occupational embeddedness to
have low correlations with a measure of social desirability. We also sought to demonstrate discriminant validity
via confirmatory factor analysis. To do this we fit the hypothesized six factor model that had the indicators of
the four commitment measures and the two OES subdimensions specified to load on their respective constructs.
We then compared the fit of this model to a more parsimonious model that specified the OES indicators to load
on the “accumulated costs” form of occupational commitment because it is conceptually the most similar to
OES. Finally, we sought to demonstrate the incremental validity of the measure in the prediction of occupational
withdrawal intentions beyond that of the measures of occupational commitment.

Method
Participants

The sample for this study consisted of 216 professionals ranging in age from 26‐69 years old
(M=48.01, SD =9.77). Of these, 66 (31 percent) were male, 135 (62 percent) were female and 15 (6 percent) had
a non‐response to the gender item. Participants were members or former members of two Midwestern United
States professional organizations and consisted of training and organizational development leaders, business
executives, managers, human resource professionals and educational leadership professionals. Their average
tenure in their occupation was 15.04 (SD =10.22).

Procedure

The process for data collection was similar to the process outlined in Parts 2 and 3. After receiving permission
and instructions from the representatives of the two professional associations, the members of those
associations were sent an email that contained a link to an online survey. The survey consisted of 13 OES items,
three items to measure occupational withdrawal intentions from Blau (1989) and items to measure age,
occupational and organizational tenure similar to Part 3. It also contained the 24 items used by Blau and
Holladay (2006) to measure affective (six items) and normative occupational commitment (six items), as well as
accumulated costs (eight items) and limited alternatives (four items). These latter two measures reflect
dimensions of continuance commitment. The original source for these items reported alpha's ranging from 0.87
to 0.91. The survey also included ten items from Crowne and Marlowe's (1960) measure of social desirability.
Crowne and Marlowe reported an internal consistency reliability estimate (KR20) of 0.88 and a test‐retest
correlation of 0.89. The items were rated on a Likert‐type rating scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree).

Analyses

For the first analysis zero‐order correlations were calculated between the OES and other measures that were
conceptually similar (affective commitment, normative commitment, accumulated costs, and limited
alternatives) and distinct (social desirability). Evidence of convergent validity would be demonstrated if the OES
scores were highly correlated with those measures purported to be conceptually similar, and evidence of
discriminant validity would be established if the scores on the OES had little relation with measures that were
deemed conceptually different. For the second analysis multiple CFA models were examined. Although we
expect the OES to be related to occupational commitment, we also expect the two measures to be conceptually
and empirically distinct. To examine their empirical distinctiveness several CFA models were examined where
item parcels were formed for each of the commitment and embeddedness scales (Bandalos and Finney,
2001). This yielded three parcels for each of the six scales (affective commitment, normative commitment,
accumulated costs, limited alternatives, internal and external embeddedness). For the third analysis, a
hierarchical regression analysis was conducted to examine whether occupational embeddedness added
incremental validity in predicting occupational withdrawal intentions beyond occupational commitment.

Results
Table IV shows the descriptive statistics and correlations among the variables. Consistent with our expectations
regarding convergent validity, internal occupational embeddedness was correlated with affective occupational
commitment (r=0.64, p<0.01), normative occupational commitment (r=0.30, p<0.01), accumulated costs
(r=0.49, p<0.01) and limited alternatives (r=0.20, p<0.01). External occupational embeddedness was correlated
with affective occupational commitment (r=0.20, p<0.01), normative occupational commitment (r=0.17, p<0.05),
accumulated costs (r=0.23, p<0.01) but not limited alternatives (r=−0.04, p<0.01). In terms of discriminant
validity neither the internal nor external occupational embeddedness dimensions were related to social
desirability (r=−0.08 and −0.01, ns, respectively).
A CFA was conducted on the occupational embeddedness and occupational commitment measures. The fit
indices examining the six‐factor model (Model A) indicated acceptable fit χ2 (120, n=216)=236.29 p>0.05 (RMSEA
=0.07, SRMR =0.07, and CFI =0.97). Loadings for the item parcels ranged from 0.51 to 0.97. We compared this
hypothesized model to an alternative four‐factor model (Model B) that specified items for accumulated costs
and occupational embeddedness on one factor, and the items for the other three commitment measures on
their respective factors (affective commitment, normative commitment, and limited alternatives). The
occupational embeddedness items were specified to load with the accumulated cost dimension because they
are most conceptually similar. We also compared the hypothesized six‐factor model to a second alternative

four‐factor model (Model C) specified items for affective commitment, internal embeddedness, and external
embeddedness on one factor, and the items for the other three scales loaded on their respective factors
(normative commitment, accumulated costs, and limited alternatives). This model was specified post hoc (based
on the correlation of affective occupational commitment with occupational embeddedness) and represents the
next most plausible empirical model that would fit the data. The results of these nested model comparisons are
shown in Table V. The results indicate the six‐factor model fit the data significantly better than did any of the
alternative models.
Table VI presents the results of a hierarchical regression analysis of occupational withdrawal intention on the
occupational commitment and embeddedness variables. On step 1 of the regression, the commitment variables
accounted for 33 percent of the variance in occupational withdrawal intention (R2=0.33, p<0.01). An
examination of the regression weights for the individual variables showed that only affective occupational
commitment was a statistically significant predictor of occupational withdrawal intentions (β=−0.52, p<0.01).
The addition of the two embeddedness variables accounted for an additional 4 percent of the variance in
occupational withdrawal intentions (ΔR2=0.04, p<0.01). An examination of the regression weights at this step
showed that internal occupational embeddedness was a statistically significant predictor of occupational
withdrawal intentions (β=−0.29, p<0.01) but external occupational embeddedness was not.

Discussion
In response to calls in the literature (Ng and Feldman, 2007) the purpose of this study was to develop a measure
of occupational embeddedness. Toward that end we defined the construct and described its theoretical
foundations (links, fit and sacrifice) and its two subdimensions (internal and external occupational
embeddedness). Building on previous theoretical definitions we then conducted a four‐part study to develop the
new measure. In Part 1, we generated a set of items and produced evidence for the content validity of those
items. In Part 2, we established the psychometric characteristics and confirmed the factor structure of the new
measure. In Part 3, we replicated the first study and also provided initial evidence for the measure's validity by
showing that the two subdimensions were related to occupational withdrawal intentions. Across Parts 2 and 3
the items from both subdimensions of occupational embeddedness displayed acceptable levels of internal
consistency and a two dimensional factor structure consistent with the hypothesized subdimensions. Part 3 also
supported the assertion that both subdimensions were negatively related to occupational withdrawal
intentions. In Part 4, we showed the internal consistency of the measures again, and that scores on the two
subdimensions were empirically distinguishable from and related to measures of similar constructs (forms of
occupational commitment) and unrelated to a measure of a dissimilar construct (social desirability). This was
shown in the pattern of correlations among these variables as well as the CFA's that showed the hypothesized
model (with OES as separate factors) fit the data better than both the next most plausible conceptual or
empirical models. Part 4 also showed that the scores on the internal subdimension accounted for variance in
occupational withdrawal intentions beyond that accounted for by four forms of occupational commitment.
Taken together, these studies provide evidence for the measure's content validity, reliability, two‐dimensional
factor structure, convergent and discriminant relationships to other theoretically relevant measures and its
incremental correlation with an important outcome.
The results suggest that the OES may be used to complement existing research and measures of work‐role
attachment. One reason for this is because there are important similarities and differences between
occupational embeddedness and other forms of work‐role attachment. There is some conceptual overlap with
measures of continuance occupational commitment (Blau and Holladay, 2006) and occupational entrenchment
(Carson et al., 1996), which both reflect the loss of accumulated investments. However, there are differences in
that the OES explicitly includes an external dimension. While we acknowledge similarities across these

constructs we also note that our results suggests that occupational embeddedness taps into variance in
occupational withdrawal intentions not explained by these other constructs. This is consistent with Cooper‐
Hakim and Viswesvaran's (2005) assessment based on the empirical literature that multiple measures of
different forms of attachment can help researchers better understand work‐related behavior.
Although the research presented here provides strong evidence for the psychometric quality and validity of the
new measure of occupational embeddedness, the results for the predictive validity of the external subdimension
are somewhat mixed. In the sample used for Part 3, scores on the external subdimension correlated with
occupational withdrawal intention but they did not in the sample used for Part 4. This finding regarding external
occupational embeddedness underscores the multiple “levels” at which people can become attached to their
work‐roles. People can become attached to their jobs, organizations, occupations and the communities where
they reside. It is not always the case that a change in one requires a change in all of the others (Ng and Feldman,
2007). Given Lee et al.'s (2000) definition of an occupation as a line of work with a particular set of knowledge,
skills and abilities, a change of occupations would almost always imply a change of jobs. However, a change in
occupation does not necessarily require a change of organization or community. For example, a school teacher
who finishes a degree in educational leadership and moves into the job of school principal may or may not stay
in the same school, school district or community.
These mixed finding may also stem from the boundary conditions indentified by Allen (2006) for the relationship
between external embeddedness and turnover. One boundary condition is that high external embeddedness
may make one more aware of local alternatives that would allow an occupational change to occur within the
same community. This can be seen in the differences between the two samples. The sample for Part 3 consisted
of employed adults in three specific occupations (dieticians, lawyers, and engineers) from across a Midwestern
state. The sample for Part 4 consisted of employed adults from a wide range of occupations drawn from the
membership rolls of two local professional groups. One of the goals of these local professional groups is to
provide networking and support within the community that lead to local opportunities for its members. For this
group more than the others, it may be the case that withdrawing from one occupation to pursue another is less
likely to require relocating to another community. In such a case we would not expect external occupational
embeddedness to play a strong role in occupational withdrawal. Taking this logic one step further, we can also
envision a scenario where the relationship between external embeddedness and occupational change is actually
positive. This would occur when one is so highly embedded in the external community one in willing to change
occupations in order to stay in a particular community.
Like any study this one has a number of strengths and limitations. One strength of the study is its reliance on
multiple samples. The heterogeneous make‐up of the three samples in terms of the occupations they included
may also be considered a strength in that by using a variety of occupations we can be more confident that our
results will generalize across occupations, which may have different credentialing processes, educational
requirements, etc. The heterogeneous samples do however introduce an uncontrolled source variability in the
responses. Fortunately, this error variance would have made it more difficult to detect the significant
relationships that were found. Another limitation of the study, particularly relevant to part 4, is that all of the
data were collected using a cross‐sectional design and that occupational withdrawal intention rather than actual
behavior was measured. These place well‐known limits on the assertions regarding causal relationships among
the variables.
There are a number of opportunities for future research. One logical first step would be to examine occupational
embeddedness relative to job embeddedness. Obviously, they appropriately share a common dimension,
namely, the external subcomponent of occupational embeddedness and the external subcomponent of job
embeddedness. However, they differ in terms of the referent or target for the internal subcomponent with job
embeddedness referring to the job and occupational embeddedness referencing one's occupation. It would

seem that these two would have different antecedents and outcomes because a change of jobs does not imply a
change of occupations. Future research to empirically substantiate these likely differences would be in order.
Another direction for future research is to begin to incorporate and empirically test the role of occupational
embeddedness into models of occupational change. One approach here would be to adapt the approach
of Crossley et al. (2007), who studied a model linking job embeddedness and job turnover, to testing a model
linking occupational embeddedness to occupational turnover. Such a model could include measures of
attachment and labor market conditions (see Ng et al., 2007). Future research could also aim to better
understand the antecedents and consequences of people feeling bound to their occupations. A number of
propositions regarding these can be found in the literature (e.g. Ng and Feldman, 2007). In closing, the measure
of occupational embeddedness should prove helpful for conducting such research.

Table I Descriptive statistics and internal consistency reliability coefficients
M/SD
Alpha
Dimension Part 2
Part 3
Part 4
Part 2 Part 3 Part 4
Internal OE 3.77/0.68 3.64/0.68 3.74/0.72 0.73
0.71
0.82
External OE 3.20/0.71 3.33/0.66 3.50/0.68 0.80
0.78
0.81
Notes: n = 140 for Part 2; n = 156 for Part 3; Part 4 n = 216. All measures were rated on a five-point Likert type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to
5 (strongly agree)
Table II Items and item loadings
Internal OE
Part 2
0.27
0.56

Item
Part 3
1. I have many strong ties to my occupation
0.34
2. I can reach my professional goals working in my current
0.46
occupation.
3. I would give up a lot if I changed occupations.
0.83
0.98
4. My occupation allows me to utilize my skills and talents
0.80
0.72
5. Leaving this occupation would require substantial personal
0.51
0.43
sacrifice
6. I feel like I have a good fit with my occupation
0.53
0.53
7. I have family members who live in my community
8. I feel like I have a good fit with my community
9. The people in my community are similar to me
10. I fit with the culture of my community
11. My values and those of my neighbors are similar
12. I would give up a lot if I left my community
13. I have too many hobbies to leave the community where I reside
Notes: n = 140 for Part 2; n = 156 for Part 3; All loadings were significant at the 0.01 level

External OE
Part 2

Part 3

0.30
0.73
0.81
0.83
0.66
0.73
0.30

0.56
0.65
0.59
0.64
0.53
0.66
0.35

Table III Correlations among study variables for Part 3
Variable
M
SD
1
2
3
4
1. Internal OE
3.64 0.68
(0.71)
2. External OE
3.33 0.66
0.18 * (0.78)
3. Occupational withdraw intention 2.06 1.03 -0.49 ** -0.16 * (0.92)
4. Education
4.40 1.54 0.21 **
0.09 – 0.12

5

–

6

5. Occupational tenure
17.77 12.46
6. Organizational tenure
10.85 9.50
Notes: n = 156, * p < 0.05; * * p < 0.01

0.12
0.21 **

0.09 – 0.05 -0.06
–
0.12 – 0.06 – 0.13 0.70 ** –

Table IV Correlations among study variables for Part 4
Variable
M
1. Internal OE
3.74
2. External OE
3.50
3. Occ withdrawal intention
2.24
4. Affective Occ commitment
4.11
5. Normative Occ Commitment 2.51
6. Accumulated costs
2.90
7. Limited alternatives
2.39
8. Soc desirability
3.28
Notes: n = 216; * p < 0.05, * * p < 0.01

SD
0.72
0.68
1.08
0.63
0.74
0.74
0.81
0.38

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

0.28 **
0.53 **
0.64 **
0.30 **
0.49 **
0.20 **
– 0.09

– 0.09
0.20 **
0.17 *
0.23 **
– 0.04
– 0.01

–0.57 **
– 0.15 *
– 0.17 *
0.17 *
0.21 **

0.25 **
0.25 ** 0.46 **
– 0.08 – 0.18 ** 0.14 *
– 0.04 0.14 *
0.05
0.03
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Table V Results of confirmatory factor analysis for Part 4
Model
Χ2
df
p
RMSEA SRMR CFI
Δdf Δx2
Model A
236.29 120 0.0 0.07
0.07
0.97
Model B
442.48 129 0.0 0.11
0.09
0.91 9
1
Model C
469.71 129 0.0 0.11
0.09
0.91 9
1
Notes: n = 216. Model B = OES items loaded on Accumulated Costs Scale; Model C = OES items loaded on Affective Commitment Factor; RMSEA = rootmean-square error of approximation; SRMR = standardized root mean square residual. CFI = comparative fit index. The chi-square difference test
compares each alternative model with the 6 Factor Model
Table VI Regression of occupational withdrawal intention on commitment and embeddedness variables
Step 1
Step 2
Predictor
Beta
R2
ΔR 2
Beta
R2
ΔR 2
Commitment variables
0.33 ** 0.33 **
0.37 ** 0.04 **
Affective Occ commitment
–0.52 **
–0.40 **
Normative Occ commitment 0.05
9.04
Accumulated costs
–0.12
0.01
Limited alternatives
–0.05
–0.03
Embeddedness variables
Internal Occ embeddedness
– 0.29 **

External Occ embeddedness
Notes: n = 216; *p < 0.05, * *p < 0.01

0.06

About the authors
Gary A. Adams received a BS from the University of Wisconsin Oshkosh, a MS from Illinois State University and a
PhD from Central Michigan University. He is currently a Professor in the Department of Management and
Human Resources at the University of Wisconsin Oshkosh. His research interests include older workers as well as
occupational stress and health. He has published two books, several book chapters, and a number of articles in
journals such as Personnel Psychology, Journal of Applied Psychology, Journal of Occupational Health
Psychology, Journal of Organizational Behavior, and Educational and Psychological Measurement. Gary A.
Adams is the corresponding author and can be contacted at: Adamsg@uwosh.edu
Jennica R. Webster received a BS from Bowling Green State University, a MS from the University of Wisconsin
Oshkosh, and a PhD from Central Michigan University. She is currently an Assistant Professor in the
Management Department at Marquette University. Dr Webster has presented her research at national level
conferences such as the Academy of Management and the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology.
She has published in peer reviewed journals such as the Journal of Vocational Behavior, Psychology of Women
Quarterly and the Journal of Business and Psychology.
Danelle M. Buyarski received her BA in Psychology from Silver Lake College and MS in Industrial Organizational
Psychology from the University of Wisconsin‐Oshkosh. She is an Industrial Organizational Psychologist, on the
R&D team for Caliper headquartered in Princeton, NJ. Ms Buyarski's work at Caliper, an international consulting
firm, contributes to assessment, validation and consulting around personality as a predictor of performance for
selection, coaching and development of many technical, sales and leadership roles.

References
Allen, D. (2006), “Do organizational socialization tactics influence newcomer embeddedness and
turnover?”, Journal of Management, Vol. 32, pp. 237‐56.
Allen, D. and Meyer, J. (1990), “The measurement and antecedents of affective, continuance and normative
commitment to the organization”, Journal of Occupational Psychology, Vol. 63, pp. 1‐18.
Ballout, H. (2009), “Career commitment and career success: moderating role of self‐efficacy”, The Career
Development International, Vol. 14 No. 7, pp. 655‐70.
Bandalos, D. and Finney, S. (2001), “Item parceling issues in structural equation modeling”,
in Marcoulides, G. (Ed.), New Developments and Techniques in Structural Equation Modeling, Lawrence
Erlbaum, Mahwah, NJ.
Bentler, P.M. (1990), “Comparative fit indices in structural model”, Psychological Bulletin, Vol. 107 No. 2,
pp. 238‐46.
Bentler, P.M. (1995), EQS Structural Equations Program Manual, Multivariate Software, Encino, CA.
Blau, G. (1985), “The measurement and prediction of career commitment”, Journal of Occupational Psychology,
Vol. 58 No. 4, pp. 277‐88.
Blau, G. (1989), “Testing the generalizability of a career commitment measure and its impact on employee
turnover”, Journal of Vocational Behavior, Vol. 35, pp. 88‐103.
Blau, G. (2009), “Can a four‐dimensional model of occupational commitment help to explain intent to leave one's
occupation?”, The Career Development International, Vol. 14 No. 2, pp. 116‐32.
Blau, G. and Holladay, E. (2006), “Testing the discriminant validity of a four‐dimensional occupational
commitment measure”, Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, Vol. 79 No. 4, pp. 691‐
704.
Briscoe, J. and Finkelstein, L. (2009), “The ‘new career’ and organizational commitment: do boundaryless and
protean attitudes make a difference?”, The Career Development International, Vol. 14 No. 3, pp. 242‐60.

Brown, P. (1996), “A meta‐analysis and review of organizational research on job involvement”, Psychological
Bulletin, Vol. 120 No. 2, pp. 235‐55.
Carson, K. and Bedeian, A. (1994), “Career commitment: construction of a measure and examination of its
psychometric properties”, Journal of Vocational Behavior, Vol. 44 No. 3, pp. 237‐62.
Carson, K., Carson, P. and Bedeian, A. (1995), “Development and construct validation of a career entrenchment
measure”, Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, Vol. 68 No. 4, pp. 301‐20.
Carson, K., Carson, P., Phillips, J. and Roe, C. (1996), “A career entrenchment model: theoretical development and
empirical outcomes”, Journal of Career Development, Vol. 22 No. 4, pp. 273‐86.
Clark, L.A. and Watson, D. (1995), “Constructing validity: basic issues in objective scale
development”, Psychological Assessment, Vol. 7 No. 3, pp. 309‐19.
Cohen, A. (2003), Multiple Commitments at Work: An Integrative Approach, Lawrence Erlbaum, Hillsdale, NJ.
Cooper‐Hakim, A. and Viswesvaran, C. (2005), “The construct of work commitment: testing an integrative
framework”, Psychological Bulletin, Vol. 131 No. 2, pp. 241‐58.
Crossley, C.D., Bennett, R.J., Jex, S.M. and Burnfield, J.L. (2007), “Development of a global measure of job
embeddedness and integration into a traditional model of voluntary turnover”, Journal of Applied
Psychology, Vol. 92 No. 4, pp. 1031‐42.
Crowne, D. and Marlowe, D. (1960), “A new scale of social desirability independent of psychopathology”, Journal
of Consulting Psychology, Vol. 24 No. 4, pp. 349‐54.
Diefendorff, J., Brown, D., Kamin, A. and Lord, R. (2002), “Examining the roles of job involvement and work
centrality in predicting organizational citizenship behaviors and job performance”, Journal of
Organizational Behavior, Vol. 23 No. 1, pp. 93‐108.
Feldman, D.C. (2007), “Career mobility and career stability among older workers”,
in Shultz, K. and Adams, G. (Eds), Aging and Work in the 21st Century, Lawrence Erlbaum, Mahwah, NJ,
pp. 179‐97.
Feldman, D.C. and Ng, T.W.H. (2007), “Careers: mobility, embeddedness and success”, Journal of Management,
Vol. 33 No. 3, pp. 350‐77.
Hinkin, T. (1995), “A brief tutorial on the development of measures for use in survey
questionnaires”, Organizational Research Methods, Vol. 1 No. 1, pp. 104‐21.
Hu, L. and Bentler, P.M. (1999), “Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: conventional
criteria versus new alternatives”, Structural Equations Modeling, Vol. 6 No. 1, pp. 1‐55.
Joreskog, K.G. and Sorbom, D. (2003), LISREL 8.54 for Windows, Scientific Software International, Lincolnwood,
IL (Computer software).
Kanungo, R.N. (1982), “Measurement of job and work involvement”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 67 No. 3,
pp. 341‐9.
Kline, R. (2005), Principles and Practice of Structural Equation Modeling, 2nd ed., Guilford Press, New York, NY.
Lee, K., Carswell, J. and Allen, N. (2000), “A meta‐analytic review of occupational commitment: relations with
person and work‐related variables”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 85 No. 5, pp. 799‐811.
Lee, T.W., Mitchell, T.R., Sablynski, C.J., Burton, J.P. and Holtom, B.C. (2004), “The effects of organizational
embeddedness on organizational citizenship, job performance, volitional absences, and voluntary
turnover”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 47 No. 5, pp. 711‐22.
Lodahl, T.M. and Kejner, M. (1965), “The definition and measurement of job involvement”, Journal of Applied
Psychology, Vol. 49, pp. 24‐33.
Mallol, C., Holtom, B. and Lee, T. (2007), “Job embeddedness in a culturally diverse environment”, Journal of
Business and Psychology, Vol. 22 No. 1, pp. 35‐44.
Mathieu, J.E. and Zajac, D.M. (1990), “A review and meta‐analysis of the antecedents, correlates, and
consequences of organizational commitment”, Psychological Bulletin, Vol. 108 No. 2, pp. 171‐94.

Meyer, J.P. and Allen, N.J. (1991), A Three‐Component Conceptualization Workplace, Sage
Publications, Thousand Oaks, CA.
Meyer, J.P. and Allen, N.J. (1997), Commitment in the Workplace: Theory, Research and Application, Sage
Publications, Thousand Oaks, CA.
Meyer, J.P. and Herscovitch, L. (2001), “Commitment in the workplace – toward a general model”, Human
Resource Management Review, Vol. 11 No. 3, pp. 299‐326.
Mignonac, K. (2008), “Individual and contextual antecedents of older managerial employees' willingness to
accept intra‐organizational job changes”, The International Journal of Human Resource Management,
Vol. 19 No. 4, pp. 582‐99.
Mitchell, T.R., Holtom, B.C., Lee, T.W., Sablynski, C.J. and Erez, M. (2001), “Why people stay: Using
organizational embeddedness to predict voluntary turnover”, Academy of Management Journal,
Vol. 44 No. 6, pp. 1102‐21.
Morrow, P.C. (1983), “Concept redundancy in organizational research”, Academy of Management Review,
Vol. 8 No. 3, pp. 486‐500.
Ng, T.W.H. and Feldman, D.C. (2007), “Organizational and occupational embeddedness across career
stages”, Journal of Vocational Behavior, Vol. 70 No. 2, pp. 336‐51.
Ng, T.W.H., Sorensen, K.L., Eby, L.T. and Feldman, D.C. (2007), “Determinants of job mobility: a theoretical
integration and extension”, Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, Vol. 80 No. 3,
pp. 363‐86.
Nunnally, J.C. and Bernstein, I.H. (1994), Psychometric Theory, 3rd ed., McGraw‐Hill, New York, NY.
Riketta, M. (2002), “Attitudinal organizational commitment and job performance: a meta‐analysis”, Journal of
Organizational Behavior, Vol. 23 No. 3, p. 257.
Riketta, M. (2008), “The casual relation between job attitudes and performance: a meta‐analysis of panel
studies”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 93, pp. 472‐81.
Sanders, I.T. (1966), The Community: An Introduction to a Social System, 2nd ed., Ronald Press, New York, NY.
Sekiguchi, T., Burton, J.P. and Sablynski, C.J. (2008), “The role of job embeddedness on employee performance:
the interactive effects with leader‐member exchange and organization‐based self‐esteem”, Personnel
Psychology, Vol. 61 No. 4, pp. 761‐92.
Snape, E. and Redman, T. (2003), “An evaluation of a three‐component model of occupational commitment:
dimensionality and consequences among United Kingdom human resource management
specialists”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 88 No. 1, pp. 152‐9.
Steiger, J.G. (1990), “Structural model evaluation and modification: an interval estimation
approach”, Multivariate Behavioral Research, Vol. 25 No. 2, pp. 173‐80.
Tanova, C. and Holtom, B. (2008), “Using job embeddedness factors to explain voluntary turnover in four
European countries”, The International Journal of Human Resource Management, Vol. 19 No. 9,
pp. 1553‐68.
Warren, R. (1973), The Community in America, 2nd ed., Rand McNally, Chicago, IL.
Yadama, G.N. and Pandey, S. (1995), “Effect of sample size on goodness of fit indices in structural equation
modeling”, Journal of Social Service Research, Vol. 20 Nos 3/4, pp. 49‐70.
Yao, X., Lee, T.W., Mitchell, T.R., Burton, J.P. and Sablynski, C.J. (2004), “Job embeddedness: current research and
future directions”, in Griffeth, R. and Hom, P. (Eds), Understanding Employee Retention and
Turnover, Information Age, Greenwich, CT, pp. 153‐87.

